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A MESSAGE FROM
OUR PRESIDENT

The theme of this Insight issue is the Politics of Design. At the writing of this
publication, we find our nation at the crossroads of an election, but our focus
is not on politics, parties, or the political process. Instead, we will explore
the effects of funding and stalemates on the design and construction of our
nation’s infrastructure and built environment.
Politics plays a pivotal role in shaping the business of our infrastructure, from contentious state budget battles that
create spending freezes to large federal bills that become carefully orchestrated political theater. This issue will focus
on the factual, non–emotional impact politics have on our country’s infrastructure, while highlighting how our clients
have adapted to situations out of their control.
There is a keen awareness and acknowledgement of the infrastructure shortcomings, domestically and internationally.
As Americans, we will face these issues together and find a resilient and sustainable resolution. Enjoy reading our
insights, and let’s all be part of the solution!
We’d love to hear your insight regarding the topics contained in this issue at www.bucharthorn.com/contact.
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The American Society of Civil Engineers estimates each federal taxpayer must cough up an additional $3
per day to close the infrastructure funding gap in America. We’ll examine this issue and look at how the
funding gap is being handled on the federal and state levels. We’ll discuss the 23-cent gas tax that led to a
spending shutdown in New Jersey and the impact it has had on our industry.
We’ll also examine how large national stories impact regulations at a local level. How has the Flint water
crisis impacted a regional water supplier such as The York Water Company? Similar situations, but one has
become the poster child for mismanagement, while the other celebrates yet another milestone by ringing
the bell on Wall Street. We examine how management at The York Water Company has successfully guided
their agency through years of major upgrades, providing quality water for 200 years. And we ask whether
increased national scrutiny on America’s water system will lead to new rules and regulations that affect how
they operate.

In this Issue
The Politics of Design......................................................................3

THE POLITICS OF DESIGN
CHALLENGING FUNDING,
POLITICAL STALEMATES, AND
DETERIORATING INFRASTRUCTURE

(800) 274-2224
bucharthorn.com

With this issue, we hope to have an open and honest dialogue about the current state of America’s
infrastructure and what the path forward should look like. We encourage you to continue this discussion
online at BH’s LinkedIn or Facebook pages and, more importantly, to actively participate in local organizations
that passionately support the industry.
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POLITICS PLAYS
A PIVOTAL ROLE
IN SHAPING THE
BUSINESS OF
INFRASTRUCTURE

THE POLITICS OF DESIGN | 3
PREVIOUS

TO TABLE OF CONTENTS

NEXT

LOUISIANA
WINDFALL
DOWN THE DRAIN
HOW DID IT GO SO BAD?

Flush with a surplus, Louisiana
signs off on the state’s largest
tax cut in history in May 2008.
$1.1B
SURPLUS

$600M
DEFICIT
2008

2016

Budget Downfall

There was a time, in the not-so-distant past, when money wasn’t
an issue for the State of Louisiana. During FY 2007-2008, the
state was overflowing with funds—due in part to recovery aid for
Hurricanes Katrina and Rita and an energy boom across the state
(natural gas and oil prices peaked in 2008). Also during this
time, a lot of people moved to Louisiana to help with the recovery
efforts; thus, sales tax and gambling revenue were thriving. In fact,
Louisiana had a budget surplus of $1.1 billion at the beginning of
FY 2007-2008.
What to do when hit with a windfall? Spend it, of course! Coastal
restoration projects, pay raises, and tax cuts/incentives were in full
swing—tanking the once bountiful budget. Fast forward to today,
and Louisiana is facing a $600 million deficit. This means funding
cuts across the state.

Fannie Marcotte-Bennett, a Client Services Director in BH’s Greater New Orleans office,
spoke with Louisiana State Representative Reid Falconer about how these funding cuts are
affecting his district and vision for the future.
How have Louisiana’s budget cuts directly affected the municipalities encompassing your
district?
The cuts have resulted in a reduction in state capital dollars (i.e., this year the Governor “lineitem vetoed” $11 million that was directed to the St. Tammany Performing Arts complex). Further,
many projects simply never made it to the Capital Budget. Also, the addition of a penny in sales
tax will surely drive retail sales of large-ticket items to neighboring jurisdictions. I look forward to
seeing the impact on local sales tax collections.
What are some creative funding strategies you feel could be used to keep vital
infrastructure improvement projects and/or services moving forward?
Local government has been forced to look to developing local sources of revenue. For example,
the creation of enterprise zones here in St. Tammany will permit the Parish to collect revenue in
targeted areas that can be dedicated and bonded for major infrastructure projects. Also, Parish
government has been and will continue to provide pre-construction services (i.e., engineering,
surveying, etc.) for state projects that do get funded.
Are you concerned with the long-term health of the State’s budget and its effect on
infrastructure in the area you are representing? What are some of the potential solutions
you feel could help put the budget back on solid footing?
One area of focus for state budget planners should be the Medicaid portion of the State Budget.
In spite of the rhetoric of budget shortfalls you heard this year, our DHH [Department of Health]
budget increased by $600 million. Of our $26.3 billion State General Appropriation this year,
DHH represents $11.75 billion. We run the risk of the state becoming a healthcare provider with
a police force. A reassessment of the Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP), which
is simply the federal Medicaid reimbursement, would go a long way to solving the problem.
The FMAP percentage for Louisiana was 62.05% in 2015, which is less than the 69.69% we
received in 2007, and far below the 81.48% we received in 2010. Reaching a reasonable rate
of federal Medicaid reimbursement will free up large amounts of State General Fund dollars
that could then be directed to infrastructure. This is just one example of the structural areas of
the budget that must be addressed to get our infrastructure up to demand levels. In the interim,
local government must look to local solutions for alternative delivery systems.
What is your outlook for the future of the Parish, and local municipalities within the Parish,
that are faced with these budget shortfalls?

Representative R. Reid Falconer
has lived in St. Tammany Parish since 1984.
An architect, planner, and builder, Reid is a
native of Baton Rouge. An eighth generation
Louisianan, he most recently served on the
St. Tammany Parish Government Council
from 2008 to 2015, where he also served as
Council Chairman in 2014.

”

I FULLY EXPECT
OUR LOCAL PARISH
AND MUNICIPAL
GOVERNMENTS WILL
DEVELOP LOCAL
FUNDING SOURCES
AND CREATIVE
DELIVERY SYSTEMS

We are blessed here in St. Tammany with an incredibly resourceful, civic-minded community.
Just look at how our local community leadership handled the closure of Southeast Louisiana
Hospital. We rolled up our sleeves and developed an alternative operating paradigm for
the property, resulting in the maintenance of mental health services, jobs, and tax base in the
community. I fully expect our local Parish and municipal governments will develop local funding
sources and creative delivery systems that will continue the process of infrastructure upgrades
in our community.
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Alex Benshoof is a Market Analyst with BH’s Business Development
Department—providing in-depth market analysis on the current sectors
we service as well as studying new and emerging markets to enter. He
earned dual degrees in Business and Communications from the University
of Pittsburgh and an MBA in Business Intelligence/Analytics from Nova
Southeastern University.

THE FUNDING GAP

ASCE makes a compelling argument that we can no longer “kick the can down the road.” As an
architectural and engineering firm, we selfishly would like to see a fully funded federal investment because
it creates opportunities for our firm. But, as citizens of this great nation, many of whom have children and
grandchildren, we simply want a safe environment for our families today and for generations to come.
The following table is reproduced from the ASCE Estimated Changes in US Infrastructure Sector Investment
Gaps and Aggregate Investment Gap (page 10, Failure to Act report) and gives a great breakdown of the
funding gap across all major categories.

THESE ISSUES IMPACT OUR BUSINESS AND
THE LIVES OF ALL CITIZENS FOR GENERATIONS TO COME

Cumulative Gap Estimate in 2016 Failure to Act Analysis
2016–2025

2016–2040

Surface Transportation

$1,101

$4,334

Water and Wastewater

$105

$152

Electricity

$177

$565

Aviation

$42

$88

Breaking Down
the Numbers

Ports and Inland Waterways

$15

$43

$1,440

$5,182

ASCE calculates a funding gap
of $1.44 trillion from 20162025. Recent numbers from
The Tax Foundation show
that 137,906,496 individuals
paid federal taxes last year.
That would mean each federal
taxpayer would need to cough
up $10,442 in the next 6 years,
which breaks down to nearly $3
per day.

by Alex Benshoof
I’m going to need you to voluntarily pay an additional $3 per day ($1,044
per year) in taxes. Ready to throw me off a cliff? The knee-jerk reaction is
most likely a polite, “no thanks.” But the American Society of Civil Engineers
(ASCE) would like you to chip in the cost of a Starbucks latte each day for
good reason.
Since you are reading a copy of this issue of Insight, you are probably
already aware of the ASCE report (2013 Report Card for America’s
Infrastructure) as it most likely impacts your business. You’d be hardpressed to find someone that doesn’t think our infrastructure funding needs
to be addressed in this country. From the Flint water crisis to the I-5 Skagit
River Bridge collapse in Washington in 2013, headlining tragedies keep
America’s aging infrastructure front and center. The big questions are how
large of a gap we are facing and how do we close the gap? Technological
advances may partially close the gap over coming years, but raising capital
is still the bulk of the solution.
ASCE estimates an extra $3 per day by every federal taxpayer would fully
fund America’s infrastructure needs over the next decade. Did I mention
the alternative amounts to an estimated loss of $8 per day to the Gross
Domestic Product? Last time I checked, $3 is less than $8. For all fellow
math nerds, feel free to review our calculations—Breaking Down the
Numbers—on the adjacent page.

In 2013, ASCE published a landmark study on the health of the United
State’s existing infrastructure. The resulting 2013 Report Card for
America’s Infrastructure gave a dismal overall grade of a D+, with concerns
ranging from deteriorating bridges and roadways to problematic water
systems. Since ASCE began tracking and ranking the US infrastructure in
1998, as a nation we have hovered around the failing mark due to delayed
maintenance and underinvestment.
The good news is, across the board, all categories saw improvement
since the previous year’s analysis. The reality is, we still face a daunting
task ahead with an even more alarming price tag. Current estimates put
the total investment needed by 2020 at approximately $3.6 trillion, with
approximately half of that total currently funded and accounted for. That
leaves a significant gap of approximately $1.4 billion between 2016 and
2025. Left unaddressed, the price tag will spiral out of control beyond
2025. There will be a very real impact in terms of funding dollars needed to
maintain and expand, but there is also a very real economic impact on not
maintaining viable infrastructure. For example, ASCE research found that
between 1990 and 2009, vehicle miles traveled increased 39%. During
that same period, new road construction was up just 4%. That’s a giant
disconnect, which adds to traffic congestion. Traffic congestion creates a
$1.9 billion fuel burden from idling in an average of 34 hours of traffic in
2010. That downtime and additional fuel has a very real economic and
social impact on families and businesses alike. It also increases demand
pressures on foreign oil consumption.

The average cost of a Starbucks
Tall Caffe Latte is $2.95. The
cost to provide clean drinking
water, safe roads and bridges,
and ensure there is enough
power at the new Starbucks
down the street to brew that
latte is $3 per day.

Total
Notes: dollars in millions; numbers may not add up due to rounding

With the timing of this issue and a major political election upon us, we invite you to join in the national
discussion on these crucial infrastructure issues. Both major candidates have brought up the issue of
our deteriorating infrastructure as well as the fortuitous timing of low borrowing costs. Now is the time
to act. At BH, we will continue this discussion online at our Facebook and LinkedIn pages, and we want
to hear your valuable thoughts as well. These issues impact our business and the lives of all citizens for
generations to come.
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Current Global
Infrastructure Rankings

Fatal crashes
cost US economy

Road conditions
play a role in
nearly 1/3 of US
traffic fatalities

$230 billion

Congressional
appropriations at

each year

Americans wasted

1.9 billion gallons

AUTOMOBILE ACCIDENT
Lost work time
Unnecessary expense

Between 1990
and 2009, vehicle
miles traveled was
up 39% while road
construction was
only up 4%

in fuel while sitting in
34 hours of traffic
in 2010

Poor conditions
cost the average driver
$324/year in repairs
and operating
costs

INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING
A POLITICAL GAME WE CAN’T IGNORE

8% coverage

Roll the
dice for
government
action
32%

BRIDGES

Water main
breaks a year

Much of US
drinking water
infrastructure at end
of estimated life

of America’s roads
are in poor or
mediocre
condition

ROADS

240,000

$1 trillion

of EPA identified
needs in next
20 years

4-5,000
miles

Approximate amount
of drinking water mains
replaced annually

Cost to replace
all water pipes over
next 25 years

YOU

DRINKING
WATER

WATER MAIN BREA
K
Lost work time
Flooded homes and bu
sinesses

16,000-20,000
Projected peak
replacement rate of
miles in 2035

Funding is essential to
prevent further deterioration
of our vital infrastructure basics

WASTEWATER
Average age
of America’s
bridges is 42 years

SE
COLLAP
E
G
D
I
R
B
k time
Lost wor and delayed
routed
Traffic re
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200+ million
daily trips across
deficient bridges
across the
nation

Move your piece to see
how these issues affect you!
PREVIOUS

1 in 9 bridges
are structurally
deficient

Approximately
700-800K miles
of public sewer
mains in US

18% of assessed
streams unfit to
use for public water
supply

Large percentage
of pipes installed
just after WWII and
are at the
end of life

2009 EPA report
found that of the 16%
of total stream miles,
36% are unfit
for fish/animals

Capital
investments
on those pipes account
for 80-85% of
wastewater system
investments

At the end of this game...We all lose!
BEACH CLOSING
Vacation Postponed
No fun for all

*STATISTICS courtesy of ASCE 2013 Report Card found at www.infrastructurereportcard.org
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1

Hong Kong SAR

2

Singapore

3

Netherlands

4

United Arab
Emirates

5

Japan

6

Switzerland

7

Germany

8

France

9

United Kingdom

10

Spain

11

United States

12

Chinese Taipei

13

South Korea

14

Canada

15

Austria

SOURCE: World Economic Forum Global
Competitiveness Report, 2015-2016
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IMPLEMENTING A
COMPREHENSIVE
ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN:
CAN YOU AFFORD NOT TO?

12

by Greg F. Scott, PE

Greg F. Scott, PE, a Senior Environmental
Engineer in BH’s Pittsburgh office, has 23 years
of water systems engineering experience. He
assists BH’s municipal clients with managing
their infrastructure assets, ensuring they
remain in working order. At right, he explains
asset management plans and how they are
an important tool to maintain cost-efficient,
successful infrastructure systems.

11

At a time when funding cannot keep up with maintenance needs, asset management plans are an
efficient tool for overcoming this challenge. Asset management is a systematic process to construct,
operate, maintain, upgrade, and retire assets in a cost-effective manner. In the world of infrastructure,
this means looking at the full life cycle of an asset or asset system (e.g., a bridge, a municipality’s
roadways, or a drinking water system).

Determine
Probability
of Failure

10

Present Data
to the Asset
Management
Team for
Approval

PENNSYLVANIA’S UTILITY ASSET
MANAGEMENT SUMMIT
November 14-15, 2016 at The Penn State
Conference Center, University Park, PA
Greg will be sharing a presentation at the
2016 Joint PWEA, PA-AWWA, and PMAA
Pennsylvania Utility Asset Management
Summit. The presentation will highlight
how a BH water utility client used the asset
management process to align their mission.
The Board was focused on keeping rates
low, while the operations staff struggled to
provide safe reliable drinking water. The asset
management plan was the first step in aligning
these two goals. This client is now beginning
to implement long-term, money-saving
projects while addressing risks to supplying
its customers.
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2

Score Assets
as per
Ranking Charts

3

5

Assess
Asset Life
Cycle Cost
Factors

8

Determine
Expected
Useful Life

7

Determine
Consequence
of Failure

6

Determine
Condition
Rating

4

(VALUE)

Key Elements
An asset management plan begins with establishing an Owner’s mission, goals, and level of service.
While these items may appear benign, they are important to ensure the Owner’s governing body and
personnel are aligned on objectives and they provide a basis against which to evaluate acceptable
risk. An inventory of assets is then developed. Depending on the complexity of the plan, this inventory
might identify only critical assets or nearly every asset owned. Each identified asset must be evaluated
with regard to its condition and life expectancy. Consequence of failure, or criticality, is then evaluated
in relation to acceptable level of service and potential economic damages caused due to failure. These
two functions, condition and criticality, equate to risk based on a scoring scheme agreed to in advance.
The next step in an asset management plan is gathering appropriate financial data, including revenues
and expenses, for the system being planned. The risk-based inventory assessment and financials come
together in preparing the final plan that lays out a multi-year program to address asset needs (typically
those with the highest risk scores first) and project the fiscal needs to do so.

1

ASSET
LIFE CYCLE

Benefits
Most publicly owned infrastructure is operated without looking at the full life cycle. The system is
financed to only meet today’s costs, often by sacrificing long-term maintenance. An asset management
plan gives the Owner the opportunity to identify investments today that prove to be cost efficient
when viewed from a long-term perspective. When an asset management plan is developed and
maintained, it is a valuable tool for the Owner to examine long-term revenues and expenses and
make sound fiscal decisions.

Determine
Criticality

Develop/Update
Asset Inventory

Determine
Redundancy
Rating

Determine
Asset Status

Determine
Asset
Capacity

An asset management plan is a living document that changes over time as conditions change, be it with
the aging infrastructure (asset condition has deteriorated faster than expected), financially (revenues
have not kept up with projections), or change in focus as to the Owner’s mission (as seen with the
recent focus on lead in drinking water systems).
Upfront Cost for Long-Term Savings
Asset management identifies cost efficiencies that, over the long-run, make more funds available.
In layman’s terms, you can save money by not fixing your roof, but the investment you make in the
repairs pales in comparison to the cost you would incur when your roof collapses. Running systems
to failure and incurring full replacement costs in addition to costs resulting from complete failure, such
as damage claims to private property when water mains burst and financing when huge sums are
needed at once, is much more expensive than phased maintenance and replacement.
PREVIOUS

ASSET MANAGEMENT IDENTIFIES COST
EFFICIENCIES THAT, OVER THE LONG RUN,
MAKE MORE FUNDS AVAILABLE.
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CHESAPEAKE BAY

THE GROWING ENVIRONMENTAL
RESTORATION ECONOMY
by John R. Griffin

John R. Griffin
Over more than three decades, John
labored—often behind the scenes,
working 70-hour weeks— for four
Maryland governors as the state’s
Deputy Secretary or Secretary of
Natural Resources. With the change
in administrations in January, John
finally resigned from his final job
with the state as Governor Martin
O’Malley’s Chief of Staff.
As Chair of the Governor’s
Chesapeake Bay Cabinet from
2007 to 2013, Griffin led Maryland’s
efforts to meet new pollution limits for
the nation’s largest estuary, set by the
US Environmental Protection Agency
in 2010.
Currently, John is a BH consultant
serving as liaison to government
agencies in the Chesapeake Bay
Region.
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IF THE UNITED STATES IS TO BE A FLAG BEARER OF WORLD
CLASS INFRASTRUCTURE, PERHAPS WE AS A NATION
MUST START TO FEEL EVEN GREATER PAIN AT THE PUMP.

The upcoming year, 2017, will mark another critical benchmark in the multi-decadal history of the Chesapeake
Bay Region’s efforts to restore the greatest estuary in North America. Why? Because the EPA is in the midst of a
mid-course assessment of the progress of all six states and the District of Columbia in achieving a 60% reduction
of pollution loads assigned to each since the Bay was put on a “pollution diet” in 2010. All of these jurisdictions are
required to achieve 100% of their respective reductions by 2025.

A July 8, 2016 order by New Jersey Governor Chris Christie suspended
$3.5 billion in “non-essential” state-funded road and rail upgrades until a
proposed 23-cent gas tax is passed. At the time of publication, the New
Jersey Legislature passed the gas tax, and it awaits the Governor’s signature.

This assessment will lead to updates in the Bay models, new and revised best practices, possible adjustments in the
pollution loads, inevitably serious questions in most jurisdictions about either sufficient governmental resources to
fund their plans or the ability to deliver them by 2025, or all of these things.

For reference, a 23-cent gas tax would push New Jersey’s total gas tax to 37.5
cents. It would also mark an incredible swing, going from the second-lowest
tax in the United States to the seventh highest.

One trend worth serious consideration by these jurisdictions and their local governments is the use of private capital
and the reliance on private companies to deliver “Pay for Success” projects. There is a growing interest on the part of
private investors (i.e., pension funds, foundations, and high-net-worth individuals) to extend capital (equity or debt)
to private restoration companies to undertake needed environmental restoration projects. Some jurisdictions are
already starting to fund pilot projects to determine if this approach holds promise to add as another tool in the toolbox.

The proposed gas tax will generate $1.2 billion annually, which would support $2
billion in infrastructure investments each year and replenish the Transportation
Trust Fund (TTF), which was insolvent and set to run out shortly before the
shutdown of non-essential projects. The fund hasn’t seen a fresh stream
of revenue since 1990. Adding to the contentious debate was a series of
additional tax cuts designed “to make New Jersey more competitive” according
to Senate President Stephen Sweeney at a press conference in July. “We
have an agreement on a plan that is needed to address the state’s critical
transportation needs at the same time it provides targeted tax savings for
retirees, the working poor, and middle class families,” according to Sweeney.
Bipartisan support for a long-term plan to fund the TTF existed, which is, in
part, why it became political leverage for a larger debate on additional tax cuts.

What is the Pay for Success methodology? It relies on experienced and competent restoration companies to provide
the capital to fund all the costs to undertake and complete a project and assume the risk of successful delivery. If
success is achieved, the jurisdiction compensates the company at an agreed-upon cost per unit of measure (i.e.,
x cost per pounds of nitrogen, phosphorous, or sediment reduced). If the project is unsuccessful, the jurisdiction
does not pay the company. Why not use the innovation, creativity, and expertise of this growing industry to assist in
expediting the achievement of Bay pollution reductions?
This is already being answered at the federal level. In November 2015, President Obama issued a memorandum
to five federal agencies to pursue the use of private capital and Pay for Success delivery models in their respective
restoration activities. Four of the federal agencies have had special offices established to implement the memorandum
and other allied efforts. In an accompanying press release, several companies indicated they would collectively invest
more than $2 billion in restoration projects over the next several years.
These investments and project delivery models are a part of the growing restoration economy in the United States.
Some estimate it to be a $25 billion-per-year industry, providing more than 220,000 “green collar” jobs. Hasn’t the
time come for the Bay Region to more aggressively pursue this form of restoration?

PAY FOR
SUCCESS
Outcomes-based interventions(s)
are identified and high quality providers
deliver services aimed at desired outcomes.

PAIN AT THE PUMP

Pays for successful outcomes after
services are delivered and results are
evaluated. (Initial service delivery
could be financed through a social
financing mechanism.)

POPULATION
SERVED

SERVICE
PROVIDER

PROJECT MANAGER/
INTERMEDIARY

PAYOR

TYPES OF PAYORS

Manages project and
all stakeholders

THIRD PARTY
EVALUATOR

Independently identifies metrics and
evaluates outcomes, reporting data
to provider and payor.
SOURCE: www.payforsuccess.org
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Regardless of your personal feelings on these political moves, we must find
a path forward to maintain world-class infrastructure throughout the entire
country. The timing of this shutdown hit the construction industry hard, where
thousands of road, bridge, and rail construction workers were left without work
during peak construction season. Per the American Road and Transportation
Builders Association (ARTBA), the price tag of a prolonged shutdown could
reach $9 million per week. This is based on an estimate of $1.3 million per
day in lost sales, wages, and economic activity throughout the state. Estimates
place the number of displaced construction workers at 1,700, and an additional
1,500 non-construction jobs could be impacted as well. The New Jersey
Department of Transportation identified as many as 904 projects valued at
$650 million subjected to the shutdown. Fortunately, projects receiving federal
funding and emergency repair work have continued. For a full breakdown of
the impact, Dr. Alison Black’s economic analysis can be found via the ARTBA
website (www.artba.org).
For a more global perspective, the US combined gas tax rate ($0.184 per gallon
federal; $0.35 average state and local) of about $0.53 a gallon is far below the
average gas tax rate of $2.62 per gallon among the 34 advanced economies
monitored by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(2013 statistics pulled from www.oecd.org/united states). The United States
TO TABLE OF CONTENTS
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has a rate that is less than half of what our Canadian neighbors currently pay.
If the United States is to be a flag bearer of world class infrastructure, perhaps
we as a nation must start to feel even greater pain at the pump. The longer
we kick the can down the road, the more expensive the solution eventually
becomes, as is evidenced by New Jersey.

WHERE YOUR
MONEY GOES

GAS

14%

Distribution and
Marketing

19%

Refining Costs
and Profits

19%
Federal and
State Taxes

48%
Crude Oil

Source: US Energy
Information Administration

$0.34
2015
$2.42

REGULAR

$0.46
$0.46

18.4¢ Federal and
27.6¢ State

$1.16
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LEAD IN OUR WATER

THE YORK WATER COMPANY

by Glen R. DeWillie, PE

The York Water Company, the oldest investor-owned water utility in the
United States, has functioned continuously since 1816. The company is
engaged in the business of impounding, purifying, and distributing water
within its franchised territory and is regulated by the Pennsylvania Public

Utility Commission. The York Water Company supplies an average of
20 million gallons of water every day and has about 65,000 residential,
commercial, and industrial customers. More than 200,000 people use their
treated water in 48 communities throughout York and Adams Counties, PA.

What do you foresee as the biggest concerns facing the water industry
over the next decade (ex., funding, treatment process, etc.)?

remove their portion of the service line also. This will be very expensive and
require tremendous coordination for marginal benefit. The far more effective
answer is what we’ve been doing for 25 years: optimize corrosion control.
Even systems with no lead service lines regularly report lead levels of 2-3 ppb.
This is due to leaded solder and brass fixtures in the house. Removing the lead
service lines will not lower this baseline number.

MEANINGFUL ACTION OR JUST RHETORIC?
Glen has more than 30 years of experience
in water resources and environmental
sciences. His 20 years of service in US
Army Corps of Engineers culminated
in commanding the Buffalo District,
where he led a 300-person team in the
planning, design, and operation of flood
control, navigation, and water resources
management projects. He spent several years
as the Chief of Water Resources at the Susquehanna River Basin
Commission before transitioning to the private sector as a consulting
engineer where he focused on developing and managing water
resources, energy services, and military installation planning projects.
Currently, Glen helps advance BH’s Water Resource Division as a
Market Leader and Senior Engineer.
Google the phrase “lead in drinking water,” and you will find more than
2 million results since the City of Flint, MI declared an emergency on
December 14, 2015, based on findings of lead exceeding established action
levels in numerous residences. The published material, whether one views
it as exaggerating the problem or downplaying risks to our population, all
points to one common dilemma: there is a nationwide problem with lead
in our drinking water, the costs to address the problem are large, and the
implications for public health are potentially significant.
So, what meaningful steps are being taken now to address this problem,
and who is leading the charge? Various federal agencies such as the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), industry trade organizations such
as the American Water Works Association (AWWA), and non-profits such
as the National Resources Defense Council (NRDC), have all stepped
up efforts and produced significant guidelines, useful sources of credible
information, and significant studies. While much work still needs to be done,
it is important to reflect on the data available and resultant information at
hand to understand how far we have come since Flint’s water crisis splashed
across our television and computer screens.
The EPA’s Optimal Corrosion Control Treatment (OCCT) Evaluation
Technical Recommendations document (released in March 2016)
presents a detailed technical examination of corrosion control in our
water treatment systems, including the water quality factors influencing the
release of lead and copper, corrosion control treatment technologies and
study requirements, system monitoring requirements, and tools available
to conduct appropriate corrosion control studies. Driven by the Lead and
Copper Rule (LCR) last revised in 2007, the document reiterates statutory
drivers but provides technical insights to assist water providers and state

agencies in reaching a deeper understanding of the technical complexities
that surround corrosion control and best practices to attack the lead
problem at water treatment plants especially. To deepen our understanding,
EPA created a three-part series of free webinars based on LCR and
OCCT delivered through their drinking water training portal. Perhaps,
most significantly, they are in the midst of considering long-term revisions
to the LCR to provide more contemporary insights into corrosion control
and “trigger additional actions that equitably reduce the public’s exposure
to lead and copper when corrosion control treatment alone is not effective.”

There is a nationwide problem with lead in
our drinking water. The costs to address the
problem are large, and the implications for
public health are potentially significant.
AWWA published its July 2016 issue of Journal AWWA focusing on lead
and drinking water distribution systems and created a new segment of its
website called the Lead Resource Community, featuring a host of video
and news resources, educational information, public communications
information, and important links to national level organizations such as the
National Science Foundation, the Water Research Foundation, US Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention, and other related organizations who
have strong interests and are contributing meaningful work to advance our
understanding and implement effective solutions to our systems now.
Studies continue to move forward, with the NRDC releasing a study
on June 28, 2016 detailing the extent of the lead problem in America,
exposing many small systems failures and also addressing ongoing issues
with large systems. Titled What’s in Your Water: Flint and Beyond, the study
takes a comprehensive look at EPA-published data and reveals some rather
significant findings, contending the problem is potentially affecting millions
of Americans. In fact, the study claims more than 5,000 systems serving
more than 18 million people violated EPA’s LCR in 2015 alone. Further, the
NRDC claims water providers have underreported system performance,
while regulatory agencies fail to enforce the laws and standards related to
the LCR.
Whether or not enforcement actions at the provider level will be increased
is often perceived as a function of funding and political will. What is clear
is the issue of lead and copper in our drinking water is not going away
soon. Additional pressure is being applied to private and municipal water
providers and the regulatory agencies while more data is being analyzed to
develop appropriate solutions to a highly charged, complex problem. Let’s
hope that these actions are not too little, too late.
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Hines: I’m concerned about utilities that aren’t fully sustainable. These are the
utilities that don’t charge sufficient rates to pay for expenses and replacement
of about 1% of their infrastructure per year. If they aren’t doing this, they will
have an increase in main breaks and other outages and will also have rate
shock when these increased costs hit the bottom line.
What impact has regulatory permitting had on the water industry?
Hines: Extreme impact. Both the Safe Drinking Water and Clean Water Acts
have been tremendously effective in improving drinking water and stream
quality. Although the water we produce and deliver is far cleaner than it’s ever
been, new regulations continue to ratchet up. Regulatory bodies continue
to come up with new and expensive mandates that provide incrementally
smaller benefits.
With our aging infrastructure and increasing emphasis being placed on
corrosion control strategies by EPA, what steps is York Water taking to
reduce the risk of lead and copper in drinking water?
Hines: Over the past 25 years since the LCR went into effect, we’ve optimized
our water quality which allowed household lead levels to drop down to about
2.5 parts per billion (ppb), which is well below the threshold of 15 ppb. We
continue to comply with the rule, educate our customers, and assist with
the removal of any remaining lead service lines.
Based on the exposure of the situation in Flint, MI, do you foresee new
regulations being placed on water suppliers?
Hines: Yes, unfortunately I anticipate that water utilities will be mandated to
remove all remaining lead service lines. Of course, the customers will have to
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How do changes in the state and federal regulations effect The York
Water Company as a private corporation?
Hines: Generally, we have the same issues as a municipal utility; however, we
are often treated unfairly because we don’t have the same access to grants
or low interest loans. Our elected officials need to realize that no matter who
owns the water system, all costs will be passed onto the customers, all of whom
pay taxes. We also don’t understand why some government agencies have
reduced permit fees for municipalities. Fees should be based on the cost of
a government agency’s activities, no matter who is asking for the work to be
done.
How does a company build resilience or redundancy into its operations
to provide the adaptive abilities to changes in regulation or the increase
of severe weather patterns in the Unite States?
Hines: In addition to managing a fully sustainable operation, all water utilities
should continuously assess risks, threats, and weaknesses. We bring our
management team together routinely to review any risks and address how
to mitigate them. We conduct exercises and reviews with neighboring water
utilities to discuss how we can all work together to be more resilient. We also
conduct some form of annual emergency exercise or table top exercise
to review our procedures and coordinate with local agencies so that our
customers will always be able to depend on “that good York water!”

Since 2008, Jeffrey R. Hines,
PE has served as President
and Chief Executive Officer
and as a member of the
Board of Directors of The York
Water Company. He has served
in various additional capacities with
The York Water Company since joining the
organization in 1995.
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VISIT US ONLINE
Visit bucharthorn.com to learn more about
our capabilities and projects completed.

WHERE DOES YOUR WATER GO?
4% Self-Supplied Industrial
3% Aquaculture
2% Mining
1% Livestock
1% Self-Supplied Domestic

12% Public Supply

32% Irrigation

45% Thermoelectric Power

335,000 million gallons/day
*2010 withdrawals by category per USGS Study
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